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REMARKS 

The present claim amendments are responsive to the Examiner's concerns noted in the 
Office Action. 

Claims 4, 643 are rejected under 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written descriptive requirement Claims 4, 6-8 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Noritake (U.S. Patent No. 6,784,959), in view of Kimura (U,S. Patent 
No. 5,610,741). 

Claim 10 has been amended. New claims 14-23 have been added. Claims 4, 6-23 
remain pending in this application. Reexamination and reconsideration of the present application 
as amended are respectfully requested. 

Examiner Interview Summary 

Applicant is grateftd for the opportunity of an examiner interview on April 20, 2006, and 
the courtesy extended by the Examiner at the interview. At the interview, the parties discussed 
proposed amendments to the specification to overcome the Section 112, first paragraph, 
rejection, and the two references Noritake and Kimura that were cited and applied in the present 
Office Action, in reference to representative claim 4. 

Concerning the Section 1 12 rejection, tentative agreement has been reached that the 
ranges claimed with variable boundary values (e,g„ from above 0% and no more than 20%) 
would be supported by a disclosure in the specification of a fixed boundary value (e.g., from 0% 
to 20%). 
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Concerning the reference Noritake and Kimura, Applicant presented arguments as to why 
it would not have been obvious for one skilled in the art to modify Noritake in view of Kimura. 
The prior art references do not contain any suggestion (express or implied) that they be 
combined, much Jess that they be combined in the manner suggest by the Examiner. Applicant 
pointed out that Noritake specifically adopted a reflective electrode structure that includes a flat 
portion, and a recess that includes a slope portion SL and a base portion BA, to achieve increased 
luminance in each display pixel and provide bright display over a wide range of viewing angles 
(see abstract and Fig. 4 in Noritake), Kimura, on the other band, specifically adopted a reflective 
electrode structure that includes a bumpy surface over the entire reflective electrode. Contrary to 
the Examiner's assertion in the Office Action, it would not have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the recesses in Noritake's reflective 
electrode structure in view of Kimura, in order to improve light scattering characteristic to 
achieve a wider viewing angle. There is no need to make such modification, as Noritake already 
achieved wide viewing angle using a completely different approach without Kimura. Also, to 
make such modification would require additional considerations that could frustrate the very 
purpose of Noritake's proposed structure (e.g. , cost of manufacturing, additional manufacturing 
steps, incompatibility of having bumpy surfaces in the recesses in addition to the slope portion of 
the recesses, etc.) 

In response, the Examiner responded that manufacturing considerations are only 
applicable to a process claim, and not to a device claim in this case. Applicant reminded the 
Examiner that the issue before us is an obviousness rejection, not an anticipation rejection, and . 
hence information such as manufacturing considerations, and additional secondary 
considerations, would be relevant to an obviousness analysis concerning the modification 
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suggested by the Examiner. Further, the Examiner argued that Noritake does trot specifically 
exclude his proposed modification, and that such modification is not impossible. Applicant 
responded that while Applicant does not disagree that the modification proposed by the 
Examiner may not be impossible, however, such consideration is not determinative in supporting 
an obviousness rejection, otherwise nothing would ever be patentable in view of the possibility 
of combining two or more references, since anything could be possible! For an obviousness 
analysis, the issue is not whether the combination is possible, but instead whether it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to make such combination, based on some suggestion of 
such combination. Given that Noritake and Ktmura adopted diverse approach to achieve wide 
viewing angles, there is absolutely no suggestion in Noritake or Kimura to make such 
modification to Nori take. 

No agreement has been reached between the parties. 

The rejections in the Office Action are formally addressed below. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC 1 12 

Claims 4, 6-13 are rejected under 35 USC 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written descriptive requirement This rejection is respectfully traversed in view of the 
amendments to the specification. 

In particular, the specification has been amended to disclose area ratios of the flat portion 

to the pixel region to include % ranges having closed end or fixed boundary values. Specifically, 

the specification has been amended to specifically disclose "0% to 20%"; "20% to 70%"; and 

"0% to 70%'\ It is noted that the specific area ratio chosen for a reflective electrode would 

depend on the desired balance between brightness and reflectance, where the higher the ratio of 
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flat portion to the pixel region, the higher the brightness and lower the reflectance (see Fig. 4 in 
the specification). Given the amended disclosure of the closed end values, they would support 
any value between such closed end values. That is, the amended disclosure provides support for 
recitation of "above 0%", "no more than 20%", "above 20%", and "no more than 70%". 

Applicant respectfully submits that the amendments to the specification do not add any 
new matter. The specific closed end ranges have been recited in the original claims 2, 3, 5, 6 and 
10, which form, part of the specification and original disclosure as filed. Accordingly, these 
ranges can be incorporated into the detailed description section of the specification without 
raising any new matter. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC 103^ 

Claims 4, 6-8 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Noritake (US. Patent No. 6,784,959), in view of Kimura (U.S. Patent No. 5,610,741). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As Applicant noted in the Interview, contrary to the Examiner's assertion in the Office 
Acti on, it would not have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the titne of the invention was 
made to modify the recesses in Noritake' s reflective electrode structure in view of Kimura, in 
order to improve light scattering characteristic to achieve a wider viewing angle. The prior art 
references do not contain any suggestion (express or implied) that they be combined, much less 
that they be combined in the manner suggested by the Examiner, The references take completely 
different paths and reach different solutions to a similar problem. Noritake specifically adopted 
a reflective electrode structure that includes a flat portion, and a recess or concave portion that 

11 Serial No.: 10/684,487 

Docket No.: 1131/220 

PAGE 15/19 1 RCVD AT 4126120(16 8:01 :52 PM [Eastern Daylight Time} * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-2/20 1 DNIS:2738300 * CSID:12138305741 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-12 



04/26/2086 17:02 12138305741 



LIU & LIU 



PAGE 16/19 



includes a slope portion. SL and a flat base portion BA, to achieve increased luminance in each 
display pixel and provide bright display over a wide range of viewing angles (see abstract and 
Fig. 4 in Noritake). Kimura, on the other hand, specifically adopted a reflective electrode 
structure that includes a bumpy surface over the entire reflective electrode. There is therefore no 
need to make the modification to Noritake as suggested by the Examiner, as Noritake already 
achieved wide viewing angle using a completely different approach without Kimura. 
Accordingly, each reference is complete and functional in itself, so there would be no reason to 
use bumpy surface taught by Kimura or add bumpy surfaces to the recesses in Noritake. Since 
they teach away from each other, it would not be logical to combine them. 

Further, Applicant respectfully submits that adding bumpy surfaces to Noritake's recess 
would require additional considerations that could frustrate the very purpose of Noritakc's 
proposed structure. Noritake already provided a recess or concave structure in its reflective 
electrode to improve wide viewing angle and luminance (see the abstract in Noritake). There is 
no disclosure anywhere in Noritake that further bumpy surface would achieve the desired 
balance in luminance and wide viewing angle without further modifications necessary to offset 
for the different luminance and viewing angle characteristics brought about by the modified 
structure. It is noted that by adding bumpy surface to the recessed or concave region in Noritake, 
it would necessarily increase the reflective scattering of light, which would improve viewing 
angles, but would necessarily decrease brightness as the base portion BA would be covered by 
bumps. Further, when bumps are added to the slope portion SL, the originally intended 
reflectance of slope portion would be completely modified, as the geometry of the reflectance at 
the slope portion SL would now be replaced by a random geometry of reflectance of the bumpy 
surface. Therefore, in order to maintain the originally intended luminance and viewing angle 
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objective in. Noritake, it would be necessary to make further modifications that are not taught in 
the prior art, if Kimura is to be combined. Further, it would have necessarily increased 
significant cost of manufacturing if a bumpy surface structure were added to the existing 
recessed or concaved portions in Noritake. As Applicant noted in the Interview, these additional 
considerations are relevant to an obviousness analysis, a$ the structure recited in the present 
claims would necessarily require such additional considerations gi ven, the combination of 
Noritake and Kimura as suggested by the Examiner. For an obviousness rejection, as compared 
to an anticipation rejection, information such as manufacturing considerations, and additional 
secondary considerations, would be relevant. Applicant respectfully submits that even if 
Noritake does not specifically exclude the modification to Noritake as suggested by the 
Examiner, or that such modification is not impossible, such consideration is not determinative in 
supporting an obviousness rejection, otherwise nothing would ever be patentable in view of the 
possibility of combining two or more references, since anything could be possible! The more 
relevant determination for an obviousness analysis would be whether it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art to make such modification, based on some suggestion of such 
combination by the references, and not whether it would be possible to make such modification, 
which would necessarily involve hindsight reconstruction made possible only by the disclosure 
of the present invention. Given that Noritake and Kimura adopted diverse approach to achieve 
wide viewing angles, there is absolutely no suggestion in Noritake or Kimura to make such 
modification to Noritake. 

In view of the foregoing, effecti vely, the references themselves teach away (expressly or 
by implication) from the combination suggested only by the Examiner. Claims 4 5 6-8, and 10-13 
are therefore not rendered obvi ous by Noritake in view of Kimura. 
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New Claims 

New claims 14-23 are added to round out the coverage of the present invention. 
Applicant respectfully submits that these new claims are patentable over the references of record. 

For example, claim 19 have been added to recite a method of forming the novel structure 
of the present invention. Claim 24 (a dependent claim) specifically recites a method of making a 
reflective liquid crystal display device of claim 10. Claims 17 and 23 recite that the 
convex/concave portion of the reflector does not recess below bottom surface of the flat portion. 
This structure was originally supported by Fig. 2. The specification has been amended to include 
a specific written description in reference to Fig. 2, that "the convex/concave portion 13 is 
formed without recessing below the bottom surface of the flat portion 1 1". This clearly does not 
add any new matter, as referenced to original Fig. 2. 
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CONCLUSION 

Id view of all th e foregoing, Applicant submits that the claims pending in this application 
are patentable over the references of record and are in condition for allowance. Such action at an 
early date is earnestly solicited. The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned 
representative to discuss any outstanding issues that may not have been adequately 
addressed in this response. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: April 26, 2006 




LIU & LIU 

444 S. Flower Street; Suite 1750 
Los Angeles, California 90071 
Telephone: (213) 830-5743 
Facsimile: (213)830-5741 
Email: wlju@liulaw.com 
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